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nothing but reciprocal feelings toward 
him. I thank him for his hard work and 
for working with me to get this good 
bill. 

There are two things in this bill that 
are always misunderstood, and admin-
istration after administration makes it 
difficult. One is the Corps of Engineers. 
It is kind of amazing, whenever we get 
in trouble and we want somebody to 
build something for us someplace over-
seas, the Corps of Engineers is asked to 
supervise it and manage it and hire the 
people and the contractors—whether it 
is in Saudi Arabia or Iraq. And then at 
home, every President cuts the Corps 
of Engineers and leaves us in a position 
where we cannot sustain those num-
bers. So we have a bill that gets more 
difficult all the time. 

This year, the President didn’t do as 
badly; nonetheless, the same sequence 
was followed. We are trying to fix it 
somewhat. It has put us in the position 
where we cannot quite do it. We will be 
talking with other people in the Senate 
about some very serious emergency 
matters, which are not covered here, 
that we might very much have the Sen-
ate consider putting in this bill. 

Second, people don’t know we run 
three giant nuclear laboratories. That 
means we have to keep the best sci-
entists in the world and their families 
living in the area, especially Los Ala-
mos, which is a city built only for nu-
clear. That means we have to mod-
ernize because scientists are living in 
modern times. They want to work in 
modern facilities, not 50-year-old build-
ings. We are in the process of modern-
izing the workplace in Los Alamos in 
particular. Some don’t understand that 
that is a must. We have to spend 
money to do it. In addition, as part of 
maintaining a rigorous core of nuclear 
weapons, there are certain scientific 
activities these laboratories have to 
do, so they are always on the cutting 
edge in terms of keeping these the 
most safe weapons. That means they 
have to do research—the most cutting-
edge kind. You cannot have scientists 
at Sandia Laboratory or Los Alamos 
researching in depth a new science 
called nanoscience in shacks or in 50-
year-old buildings. We are in the proc-
ess of rebuilding modern facilities for 
this kind of science. We are going to 
bring companies and individuals to 
work with these great scientists as this 
new field of nanoscience is developed. 

The same is true with micro-
engineering, which is another incred-
ible field. We have to do that, too. 
They need to use some micro-
engineering aspects in replacing parts 
of nuclear weapons, to keep them safe. 
So we have to have facilities. We are in 
the process of building facilities—the 
greatest in the world—to take micro-
engineering and develop it. 

Microengineering, to put it in a sim-
ple way, is a wafer we use now for com-
puters. The wafer we are talking about 
in microengineering contains on it 
thousands of machines, or engines. 
These little machines can be formu-

lated to work, one with the other, on a 
wafer. When you see it with a magni-
fying glass, you say what in the world 
is next for humankind, and what are 
they going to do with these? Nobody 
knows yet, but it will be part of the 
next generation. Perhaps medical 
science will use them. Perhaps it will 
be injected into the human body and 
these little machines will go to work 
and do things in the body, or for the 
body, such as clean out parts around 
the heart by just eating them up. We 
don’t know. But those are things that 
are in these laboratories. We get ex-
cited when we hear and see them. 

So when we fund these buildings, we 
are funding something great for our 
country. People don’t believe us and 
they think maybe we should not be 
doing some of it, but we have been gen-
erally prevailing. The Senate has been 
saying let’s do it, let’s keep on. 

Madam President, we are finished for 
the evening. We have nothing else to 
do, and we have no indication that any-
body else wants to do anything. From 
my standpoint, I am going to finish 
now. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to a period of morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENZI). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the quorum call be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TELLING US THE TRUTH 

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, Sep-
tember 11, 2001, was a day of infamy 
that will rank down with the very 
worst, most cowardly and vile actions 
ever taken against this Nation or any 
other nation on this planet, a sneak at-
tack, murdering thousands—innocent 
children, women, and men—with no 
provocation, no forewarning, with no 
justification or rational reason, just 
the demented ravings and rantings of a 
fanatic who has perverted the principal 
teachings of his professed faith, of its 
greatest prophet, Mohammad. He 
twisted Mohammad’s words into sup-
port for wars, with himself to play God 
and decide who deserved mercy and 
who did not. 

Innocent civilians died in the United 
States as a result of that fanaticism. 
His soldiers died on September 11. And 
he is off somewhere hiding in a cave. 

Ten Minnesotans or Minnesota na-
tives lost their lives in the attacks 

that terrible day: Gordon Aamoth, Jr., 
whose parents are good friends of my 
parents, an investment banker with of-
fices on the 104th floor of the World 
Trade Center; as did Ann Nelson, a 
bond trader. Others were killed at work 
at the Pentagon: Captain Charles Bur-
lingame, III, was the pilot of the hi-
jacked American airlines plane which 
struck the World Trade Center. Tom 
Burnet was a passenger on United Air-
lines Flight 93, and one who led the 
counterattack against the hijackers on 
that plane. Tom and the other Amer-
ican heroes could not save themselves, 
but they may have saved us, as that 
plane’s target was reportedly this very 
Capitol in which I stand with you 
today—alive, all of us, thanks, pos-
sibly, to Tom Burnet and the other 
American heroes. 

These were good, hard-working Min-
nesotans, good, hard-working Amer-
ican citizens, who had the terrible mis-
fortune to be living their lives in the 
wrong places on that day, September 
11, 2001. They have been forever taken 
away from their families and friends, 
from their lives. So to those families 
and friends I express my very deepest 
condolences. 

I remember leaving the Russell Sen-
ate Office Building that morning, going 
over to a hotel just a couple of blocks 
away from the Capitol where I was re-
siding at the time, and I was asked by 
the general manager if I wanted to go 
up on the roof of the hotel, which I did, 
about 10:30 in the morning. The sky 
was totally clear except for a dark 
plume of cloud coming up from the 
Pentagon. There was no air traffic in 
the sky, no planes going in and out of 
National Airport, no helicopters, as is 
usually the case, going across the 
river. 

All was quiet there until suddenly 
this one F–16 fighter plane came 
streaking down The Mall, seemingly 
just a few hundred feet right over the 
top of the Capitol. I thought to myself, 
I just never imagined in my worst 
nightmares I would ever see a day 
where a U.S. fighter jet was flying over 
our Capitol to defend it from whatever 
foreign enemy was attacking us. I pray 
to God I will never, ever see it again—
never again. 

George W. Bush became our Presi-
dent that week. He hadn’t been elected 
our President, not in the traditional 
way of a democracy, by getting the 
most votes in the election, but that 
week he became our President. He rose 
magnificently to the enormous chal-
lenges and burdens which a President 
of the United States must bear, and 
must often bear alone, for all the rest 
of us. President Bush did that and he 
did it well, very well. He gained the 
good will of our entire Nation, and our 
Nation gained the good will of almost 
the entire world.

What priceless silver linings there 
were for all of us who survived those 
dark, terrible, black clouds which en-
gulfed us on that terrible day. What op-
portunities those 10 Minnesotans and 
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their fellow citizens gave to their coun-
try, at the terrible cost of their own 
lives. We gained the support, the good 
will, and the alliance of practically the 
entire world. 

The President said, just 4 months 
later in his State of the Union Address 
to Congress and the American people, 
on January 29, 2002:

As we gather tonight, our Nation is at war, 
our economy is in recession, and the civilized 
world faces unprecedented dangers. Yet the 
State of our Union has never been stronger.

I recall all of us rising up in the 
House Chamber where we were wit-
nessing that speech, and being stirred—
shivers down my spine—by those 
words: ‘‘Yet the state of our Union has 
never been stronger.’’ 

Today, 2 years later, the U.S. Govern-
ment, the same Bush administration, 
does not have the support nor the trust 
nor the respect of the nations of the 
world—not their governments and not 
the majority of their citizens. That is 
not surprising. For most of the past 
year, the administration has scorned 
most of the rest of the world. It has de-
nounced the United Nations, derided 
allies of ours who disagreed with us, 
has berated others in order to try to 
compel their support. And it has pro-
claimed repeatedly the right of the 
United States, and the intention of the 
Bush administration, to take whatever 
military action it deems necessary—
whenever, against whomever, who 
threatened or might at some time in 
the future threaten our national secu-
rity. 

No one in this country who cares 
about this country could question our 
right to protect our Nation’s or our 
citizens’ safety, not before September 
11, 2001, and not after September 11, 
2001. No one in the world who wishes us 
well would question our doing so. In 
fact, the vast majority of the world’s 
governments and people supported our 
war against the Taliban in Afghani-
stan, and against al-Qaida, and our 
stated intention to attack terrorists 
and terrorist organizations and their 
bases of operation wherever they were 
throughout the world. 

But instead, the administration 
chose to go to war against Iraq. That 
action most of the rest of the world did 
not support. Other governments and 
the United Nations were skeptical 
about the Bush administration’s claim 
that Saddam Hussein had weapons of 
mass destruction which U.N. inspectors 
could not find last fall and this year. 
They didn’t believe they constituted an 
imminent threat to our National Secu-
rity. 

The Chief U.N. Weapons Inspector, 
Hans Blix, called the evidence the U.S. 
gave him about Iran’s weapons of mass 
destruction ‘‘pretty pathetic.’’ The rest 
of the world was skeptical, and the rest 
of the world would be proven right to 
be skeptical. There were no weapons of 
mass destruction used, thank God, 
against U.S. troops when they invaded 
Iraq. No weapons of mass destruction 
were found unused on battlefields or 

command posts or stored in caches 
anywhere in that country. Not even bi-
ological, chemical, or nuclear mate-
rials that could have been used to 
make those weapons have been found. 
Not even top level Iraqi scientists or 
former government officials, some of 
whom have been incarcerated for 
months now, denied any legal represen-
tation, denied chances to visit with 
their families—in some cases the fami-
lies don’t even know where they are or 
even if they are alive—not even inter-
rogations under those conditions have 
produced information leading to weap-
ons of mass destruction or supplies of 
weapons of mass destruction materials 
of the kinds and in the amounts that 
were claimed by the President and Vice 
President and Secretary of Defense and 
the National Security Adviser. 

The rest of the world didn’t believe 
our fears, but the American people did. 
The American people trusted our lead-
ers. They believed them. They sup-
ported their decisions. They sent their 
sons and daughters, their husbands and 
wives, their friends and neighbors half-
way around the world to fight for, and 
some to die for, that stated threat, 
that urgent threat that was asserted 
again and again by our leaders. 

On August 26, 2002, Vice President 
CHENEY said in a speech:

There is no doubt that Saddam Hussein 
now has weapons of mass destruction. There 
is no doubt that he is amassing them to use 
against our friends, against our allies, and 
against us.

One month later, on September 26, 
2002, President Bush stated after meet-
ing with Members of Congress:

All of us are united in our determination 
to confront an urgent threat to America. 
The danger to our country is grave. The dan-
ger to our country is growing. The Iraqi re-
gime possesses biological and chemical weap-
ons. The Iraqi regime could launch a biologi-
cal or chemical attack in as little as minutes 
after the order were given.

Ten days later, just before Congress 
voted on his desire for a resolution, the 
President added that ‘‘Iraq is exploring 
ways of using UVAs—unmanned aerial 
vehicles—for missions targeting the 
United States’’. 

Later, the administration officials 
admitted those vehicles had a max-
imum range of only about 300 miles and 
couldn’t have been used against the 
United States. 

During the same speech, the Presi-
dent asserted Saddam Hussein could 
have ‘‘a nuclear weapon in less than a 
year’’. 

Supposedly the evidence cited and 
leaked to the press before that speech 
was that Saddam Hussein was secretly 
buying aluminum tubes for use in pro-
ducing nuclear fissile materials. But 
when our own Department of Energy 
concluded they were the wrong tubes 
to use for such a purpose, the State De-
partment’s intelligence bureau con-
cluded and pointed out they weren’t 
even secret buys and that the purchase 
orders were posted on the Internet. The 
question was not made known to Con-
gress nor made known to the American 
people. 

In two reports to the Secretary of 
State, the State Department’s Bureau 
of Intelligence and Research concluded 
there was no reliable evidence that 
Iraq had restarted its nuclear program 
at all. 

That was, in fact, what Saddam Hus-
sein’s own son-in-law had told the 
United States and United Nations offi-
cials when he defected in 1995. 

As the Washington Post reported on 
August 10 of this year, a year pre-
viously—on August 7, 2002—the Vice 
President volunteered in a question-
and-answer session at the Common-
wealth Club in San Francisco, speaking 
of Hussein, that ‘‘left to his own de-
vices, it’s the judgment of many of us 
that in the not-too-distant future, he 
will acquire nuclear weapons.’’ 

On August 26, the Vice President de-
scribed Hussein as a ‘‘sworn enemy of 
our country’’ who constituted a ‘‘mor-
tal threat’’ to the United States. He 
foresaw a time in which Hussein could 
‘‘subject the United States or any 
other nation to nuclear blackmail.’’ 

Continuing to quote:
We now know that Saddam has resumed 

his efforts to acquire nuclear weapons. 
Among other sources, we’ve gotten this from 
firsthand testimony from defectors, includ-
ing Saddam’s own son-in-law.

But as the Washington Post goes on 
to say, the son-in-law’s testimony was 
the reverse of the Vice President’s de-
scription; the opposite of what the 
American people, were told and what 
Congress was told. But those contradic-
tions were never disclosed to the Amer-
ican people nor to Congress. In fact, 
the President and the Vice President 
continued to insist right up until the 
invasion that Saddam Hussein had a 
nuclear threat that was an imminent 
and urgent danger to the United 
States. 

The Vice President said on a network 
show on March 16 of 2003 that ‘‘We be-
lieve he—Saddam Hussein—has in fact 
reconstituted nuclear weapons.’’

The President, in his address to the 
Nation on March 17, 2003, cited intel-
ligence gathered by this and other gov-
ernments leaves ‘‘no doubt that the 
Iraq regime continues to possess and 
conceal some of the most lethal weap-
ons ever devised.’’ 

If the Vice President of the United 
States asserts there is no doubt, and if 
the President of the United States as-
serts there is no doubt, then what is 
there to doubt? If you can’t trust your 
own President and Vice President to 
tell you the truth about matters of life 
and death, such as nuclear threats, 
wars, and the future of this Nation, 
then what can you trust? 

Another thing the American public 
believes is that Saddam Hussein is di-
rectly linked to al-Qaida and to the 
terrible events of September 11, 2001. 
According to the national surveys, over 
two-thirds of the American public be-
lieves that. Why? Because that asser-
tion has been made repeatedly by this 
administration. 

In fact, in the President’s speech to 
the Nation last Sunday, he mentions 
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the word ‘‘terrorists’’ or ‘‘terrorist or-
ganizations’’ 27 times—27 times. He 
cited the weapons of mass destruction 
once, in a rhetorical reference. 

The fundamental basis on which we 
went into Iraq as proclaimed before the 
war began was only cited one time in 
that entire address to the Nation. But 
‘‘terrorism,’’ or the connection of ter-
rorists to Iraq, al-Qaida, and the West 
dominated the President’s remarks, 
and his continued assertions to the 
American people of what the real situa-
tion is in that country for which Amer-
icans are still giving their blood, bod-
ies, and lives. 

On the other hand, as reported in the 
Washington Post recently, key admin-
istration figures have largely aban-
doned any claim that Iraq was involved 
in the 2001 attacks. ‘‘I am not now sure 
that Iraq had something to do with it,’’ 
Deputy Defense Secretary Paul 
Wolfowitz said on August 1. 

The CIA’s report—the administra-
tion’s main source of information 
about these connections or lack of 
them—to the President and the admin-
istration, as reported in the New York 
Times on February 2 of 2002, found ‘‘no 
evidence that Iraq has engaged in ter-
rorist operations against the United 
States in nearly a decade, and the 
agency is convinced that Saddam Hus-
sein has not provided chemical or bio-
logical weapons to al-Qaida or related 
terrorist groups.’’ 

Maybe former Marine General An-
thony Zinni, who has been on missions 
representing the administration and 
the President in the Middle East, has 
the best analysis of this changing ra-
tionale for our actions. He said:

Initially, there was at least an implication 
that Iraq was linked to terrorism. When that 
link couldn’t be made, it was possession of 
weapons of mass destruction. When that link 
couldn’t be made, it was lack of cooperation. 
Right now it is about ‘‘we will not let you 
talk to our scientists,’’ and it is the reason 
we will go to war. We know what the Iraqis 
have, and we can’t tell you. I just think it is 
too confusing.

What is not confusing is the casual-
ties mount. The number of Americans 
being wounded or killed in action in 
Iraq last month exceeded the previous 
month by over a third. Director Tenent 
told us this week that they are aver-
aging 15 attacks a day on United 
States forces after the victory we won 
so courageously and magnificently in 3 
weeks over 4 months ago. But we in the 
Senate owe the American people and 
those soldiers over there our continued 
search for and insistence that the truth 
be told to us and to the American peo-
ple about the circumstances that got 
us into this war, the circumstances 
that exist in this war, and how we are 
going to get out of this war preserving 
the victory which was won but also 
bringing our men and women home. 
They have performed and continue to 
perform with patriotism that goes be-
yond anything I can imagine. But they 
want to come home. Their families 
want them home. They deserve to come 
home. 

In his Gettysburg address, recog-
nizing and paying tribute to other 
American heroes who lost their lives, 
President Lincoln concluded that ‘‘we 
here highly resolve that these dead 
shall not have died in vain—that this 
nation, under God, shall have a new 
birth of freedom—and that government 
of the people, by the people, for the 
people, shall not perish from the 
earth.’’ 

A government of the people, by the 
people, and for the people is a govern-
ment that tells the truth to its citi-
zens. If it doesn’t, it is not a govern-
ment of them, not by them, and cer-
tainly not for them. It is imperative. 

Today, in commemoration of those 
who did not die in vain 2 years ago, 
there should be once again a rebirth of 
our freedom and our assertion to this 
Government or any Government of the 
United States of America to tell us the 
truth. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1611 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

f 

GASOLINE 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I take a 
few minutes tonight to talk about the 
issue of gasoline prices. I serve on the 
House-Senate conference committee 
which is now negotiating over how to 
pass a good and hopefully bipartisan 
Energy bill. I will talk about an issue 
that is clobbering consumers all across 
this country. It has been devastating 
across the West—in Oregon, in Wash-
ington, Idaho, and California. The fact 
is, this is true all over America. 

In Los Angeles, the average price for 
regular unleaded gas is $2.10 a gallon. 
In New York City, the average price is 
$1.95 for a gallon of gas. In Phoenix, it 
is $2. At present, gasoline costs 30 cents 
more than it did at this very time last 
year, and 15 cents of that increase has 
happened in the last few months. In my 
home State, Oregon drivers are paying 
a whooping 56 cents more per gallon 
than they paid for the same gas in Sep-
tember of last year. 

I don’t think anyone is confused 
about the implications of these sky-
rocketing increases. When Americans 
have to spend this additional money on 
gasoline, they do not have money for 
other essentials at a time when mil-
lions of our families are hurting. They 
cannot buy those back-to-school 
clothes and groceries and consumer 
items when they are paying an extra 50 
cents for gas all across the West and in 
numerous communities across the 
country. 

It seems to me with so many people 
hurting, with so many folks out of 
work, the efforts of the conferees with 

respect to protecting the American 
people from escalating gasoline prices 
seems to be especially important. 

Artificially inflated gasoline prices 
shellac our families three ways: It 
takes dollars from their pocketbooks; 
it slows job creation; and it often 
raises the prices of the goods families 
need to buy due to increased transpor-
tation costs. 

When I was home this summer and I 
held town meetings across Oregon, 
from Elgin in the rural part of our 
State to the metropolitan areas of 
Portland, I heard again and again: 
What steps is the Congress going to 
take to promote competition, use free-
market principles to help put in place 
policies that will promote competition 
in the gasoline markets and provide re-
lief for our consumers? 

These gasoline price spikes and the 
escalating cost of gas cannot be ex-
plained just by the market. Steps 
ought to be taken to put in place real 
procompetitive market-oriented poli-
cies to provide relief for our con-
sumers. 

The Secretary of Energy said re-
cently that he is conducting what 
amounts to an informal investigation 
into this issue. But we have examined 
the law and the Department of Energy 
does not have any power to do any-
thing about gasoline prices. The Fed-
eral Trade Commission, which we 
thought could play the role of being on 
the side of the consumer, says they can 
only prosecute if they find out-and-out, 
blatant collusion, setting out a stand-
ard that is virtually impossible to 
prove in the real world. Moreover, the 
Federal Trade Commission does not 
seem to think that tightly documented 
cases of anticompetitive practices such 
as redlining and zone pricing is a par-
ticularly big deal. 

I come to the Senate tonight because 
the American people deserve better and 
the American people have a right to in-
sist in this House-Senate energy con-
ference going forward now, that steps 
are taken to actually put in place new 
policies to put the Government on the 
side of marketplace-oriented procom-
petitive policies that will provide relief 
for the American consumer who fills 
the tank at pumps across the country 
and is just getting shellacked right 
now when they try to afford those bills. 

Even the oil companies admit that 
the market is not going to solve the 
problem by itself. Last month, a report 
by the Rand Corporation revealed that 
even industry officials are predicting a 
great deal of price volatility in the fu-
ture. If you look at what the industry 
is saying—and that is the assessment 
of people within the energy industry, 
not critics—even people within the en-
ergy industry are saying, for all prac-
tical purposes, consumers can expect 
more frequent and larger price spikes 
in the next few years. 

I am proposing, and I have shared it 
with members of the conference, both 
Democrats and Republicans, and I in-
tend to do so in the days ahead, a pro-
posal so the energy conference does not 
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